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Messrs Tan & Au LLP was founded in 1994. It was then known as Messrs Tan-Au Associates.
In 2001, it merged with another law firm to become Messrs Tan & Au Partnership and in
2007, renamed as Messrs Tan & Au LLP. Messrs Tan & Au LLP is one of two pioneering law
firms first registered with the Accounting & Corporate Regulatory Authority (ACRA) in line
with the new LLP legislation for law firms. We offer full legal services in major areas of law
including:-

. Litigation

. Arbitration

. Banking & Finance

. Construction Law

. Corporate Law

. Conveyancing and Leasing

. Trademark and Intellectual Property Law
. Privatisation of HUDC estates

. Collective sales of estates

We practice extensively in both litigation and arbitration. We have argued in both the lowest
tribunals and in the highest Courts in Singapore and have established and published
landmark cases.

Our firm is experienced in handling a large number of owners having successfully completed
the en-bloc sale of St. Michael’s estate, termination of the strata title scheme at a development
at Lorong L Telok Kurau, Singapore, en-bloc privatisation of Ivory Heights (654 units),
Farrer Court (618 units), Waterfront View (583 units), Shunfu Ville HUDC Estate (358 units),
and Minton Rise (342 units).

We are currently carrying out / selected to carry out the privatisation / enbloc sale of Braddell
View (918 units), People’s Park Centre (701 units), Pine Grove (660 units), lvory Heights (654
units), SimsVille (522 units), Wintech Centre (104 units), and a development near the Istana
(48 units).

We have successfully completed the en-bloc sale of Nassim Park (104 units), Regent Garden
(31 units), Bright Apartments (20 units), and Sims Mansion (12 units). We have also
successfully carried out the en-bloc privatisation of Hougang Avenue 7 HUDC estate (286
units), Serangoon North HUDC estate (244 units), Potong Pasir HUDC estate (175 units). We
were involved in the proposed en-bloc sale of Koon Seng House, Eng Cheong Towers,
Ridgewood Condominium (470 units), Park West Condominium (436 units), Central Green
Condominium (412 units), Bedok Court (280 units), Pemimpin Industrial Building (54 units),
Kembangan Plaza (47 units), Tanah Merah Mansion (36 units), Camellia Lodge (32 units),
Sixth Avenue (25 units), Gilstead Mansion (24 units), Cosy Lodge (14 units), Wing Fong
Mansions (130 units), and Wing Fong Court (88 units), the proposed en-bloc privatisation and
sale of Neptune Court (752 units), as well as the privatisation of Laguna Park (528 units).

As the market leaders for privatization of HUDC estates and coupled with our decades of
experience in the en-bloc sale of private estates, we are uniquely qualified to carry out the en-
bloc sale of various other estates.
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Carolyn Tan

Carolyn commenced her pupillage at Messrs Shook Lin & Bok in 1987 where she
worked for nine months gaining exposure from all departments: namely litigation (including
building contract arbitration), corporate and conveyancing/corporate secretarial departments.
She then joined Messrs David Ong & Lim (no longer in existence) where she practiced in
litigation and general corporate work. This was followed by a term at Messrs Rayney Wong &
Company (no longer in existence) where she was involved chiefly in personal injury litigation
and motor vehicle claims. Carolyn practised in Messrs Wong & Lim from 1990 where she
worked for four years handling litigation (including arbitration) corporate matters (drafting
joint venture agreements, debentures and sales agreements), as well as conveyancing
(including advising on and drafting of tenancy agreements). She joined Messrs Tan-Au
Associates in June 1994. Upon the merger of Messrs Tan-Au Associates with Messrs Thomas
Au & Lim, she joined Messrs Tan & Au Partnership in February 2001 (now known as Messrs
Tan & Au LLP) as a partner. She currently practices in litigation, corporate and conveyancing
matters. She was also Lead Counsel in landmark cases in insurance, land law (including
MCST law), estate and company law namely Cosmic Insurance Corporation Ltd v Ong Kah
Hoe (t/a Ong Kah Hoe Industrial Supplies) & Anor (1997), Tai Sea Nyong v Overseas Union
Bank Ltd (2002), Management Corporation Strata Title Plan No 2911 v Tham Keng Mun and
others (2011), Daniel Long Say Ting v Nunik Elizabeth Merukh (2012), Ong Wui_Swoon v
Ong Wui_Teck (2013), Mira S. v Susan Tsai (2013) and Teo Chee Kwang v Yi Kai
Development Pte Ltd (2018), Raman Dhir v Management Corporation Strata Title Plan No.
1374 [2020] SGHC 19.

Carolyn graduated from the University of London (attending Queen Mary College)
with a Bachelor of Laws (Honours). She is a barrister-at-law from the Inner Temple and a
Fellow of the Singapore Institute of Arbitrators. She also holds a postgraduate Diploma in
Business Law from the National University of Singapore taking subjects in Advanced Banking
Law, Credit and Security Law and Revenue Law.
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T.C. Au

T.C. Au obtained a Diploma in Maritime Studies from the Singapore Polytechnic in
1983. He was awarded a Bachelor of Laws Degree (Upper Second Class Honours) in 1989
from the University of Buckingham and a Postgraduate Certificate in Laws (PCLL) from City
University of Hong Kong in 1994. He obtained a Master of Laws Degree from the University
of London in 1997 taking subjects in Company Law, Admiralty Law, Marine Insurance and
Carriage of Goods By Sea.

He is a barrister-at-law from Lincoln’s Inn. Au trained interalia at Messrs Khattar
Wong & Partners and Messrs Haridass Ho & Partners. He was called to the Singapore Bar as
an Advocate and Solicitor in 1996. He then joined Messrs Tan-Au Associates. Upon the
merger of Messrs Tan-Au Associates with Messrs Thomas Au & Lim, he joined Messrs Tan &
Au Partnership in 2001 (now known as Messrs Tan & Au LLP).

Prior to legal practice, Au was a deputy executive director of a leading trade union in
Singapore where for more than 20 years he oversaw employer/employee industrial relations,
organised education and training activities, publications of the union’s news journals and

books and managed international relations with compatriots in overseas unions.

oo.m.oo
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Karuppiah Chandra Sekaran

Karuppiah Chandra Sekaran is a British-trained solicitor, who was called to the Roll of Solicitors
in England and to the Supreme Court of Singapore. He is a rare Singaporean who practices
English law and Singapore law respectively.

In his active legal practice, K. Chandra Sekaran demonstrates the art of the strategic tactician in
resolving corporate, commercial, and intellectual property matters. He works very closely with off-
shore law firms on Trade Marks, Estate Planning, Family Law, Wills and Probate matters. He had
conducted high-profile cases in Singapore, Malaysia, Australia, and United Kingdom. K. Chandra
Sekaran’s cases include the collapse of the Nicoll Highway in Singapore in 2004 and a high-profile
employment matter at the High Court and Court of Appeal in Singapore in 2015 (Enholco Pte Ltd v
Schonk, Antonius Martinus Mattheus and Another)

K. Chandra Sekaran is a Legal Advisor for the Singapore After-Care Association (SACA).

K. Chandra Sekaran had contributed a paper on the need of enforcement measures on Active Mobility
Act 2017 (No. 3 of 2017) on 04 April 2017 which brought the passing of the Land Transport
(Enforcement Measures) Act in Singapore Parliament on 08 September 2018 to set new enforcement
standards for personal mobility devices (“PMDs”). On 05 April 2022, Singapore Parliament had
accepted K. Chandra Sekaran’s recommendations on the White Paper on Women’s developments.

K. Chandra Sekaran had published a highly regarded article, namely “Non-White and Prosecutions”
for the British Royal Commission on Criminal Justice in 1993 which received personal mention from
the House of Commons Select Committee (British Parliament), and Mr Justice Henry Brooke, the
Chairman of the Law Commission of England and Wales, United Kingdom.

He was an Adjunct Lecturer at Singapore Accountancy Academy, MDIS, Temasek and Ngee Ann
Polytechnics, PSB Academy, MDIS, and Humberside College and has public speaking experience
giving seminars at DBS Corporate Organisations and community events of People’s Association.

Professional memberships

e Law Society of Singapore
Singapore Academy of Law
Law Society of England and Wales (UK)
Institute of Trademarks Attorney (UK)
Chartered Institute of Arbitrators (UK)

Other memberships
e Sengkang South Citizens Consultative Committee, Jalan Kayu Branch (Ang Mo Kio GRC)
and Fernvale Ward
Lien Foundation
St. Andrews Nursing Home
Aces Senior Club
Youth Olympic Games 2010
SEA Games Committee 2015
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Leong Kum Kwok

Kum Kwok graduated with a Bachelor of Laws (Hons) from the University of Singapore in 1979.
Thereafter, he served in the Singapore Legal Service for more than 3 years holding various
appointments such as Assistant Director of Legal Aid Bureau, Senior Registrar of Titles & Deeds
and Deputy Controller of Residential Property. He was called to the Bar in 1982.

With more than 40 years’experience in Banking, Finance and Real Estate Laws
Kum Kwok has vast experience in banking, finance and real estate laws having practised
principally in those areas for more than 40 years.

His clients included the Singapore Government, MNCs and foreign corporations

He has a wide spectrum of clients, ranging from private individuals, developers, MNCs, financial
institutions to various statutory authorities, the Minister for Finance Inc and the Singapore
Government.

Some Notable Cases

Some of the major cases he has handled include:

e Advising the LTA on land rights and title of various parties in several integrated MRT
stations/light train stations/bus depots

o Acting for the CAAS on matters relating to the development of the Low Cost Terminal,
lease sale of airport land and lease of airport land for hotel development

e Acting for SLF in the commercial development at AMK and leases of units in the shopping
hub

e Acting for the owners in a REITS sale of a factory and leaseback

e Acting for the Singapore Government in the sale of a major commercial/office building in
Orchard Road with a transaction value of more than S$830 million

e Acting for the Minister for Finance Inc in the sale of the common property to residents in a
residential housing development at Marine Parade Road

| L
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Leong De Shun Kevin

Kevin graduated from Singapore Management University in 2017 with a Bachelor

of Laws (Cum Laude). After completing his practice training as a solicitor, he joined Tan &
Au LLP as an Advocate and Solicitor in 2018. Kevin is well versed in their various areas of
legal practice including litigation, alternative dispute resolution, probate & administration,
intellectual property law, corporate, and conveyancing work.

Experience:

o

Assisted in inter alia a subsidiary proprietor’s appeal against his management corporation relating
to “common property” (Raman Dhir v MCST Plan No. 1374 [2021] 3 SLR 519 (HC); [2021]
SGSTB 10; [2020] SGSTB 7); an interpleader action (Tan & Au LLP v Seo Puay Guan & Ors
[2019] SGHC 59); a claim and appeal relating to bailment and a counterclaim for storage charges
(Clifford Eng K.F. v Twelve Degrees Pte Ltd [2019] SGDC 22; HC/DCA 11/2019); appealing
against a claim relating to the use of funds by an unincorporated association in the Court of
Appeal (CA/CA 75/2017; Devagi d/o Narayanan & Anor v Wong Poh Choy Tommy & Ors
[2018] 3 SLR 993 (HC)); resisting claims relating to insurance agency, resisting a claim for
commission based on unjust enrichment / conspiracy involving eight parties and obtaining
security for costs against the Plaintiff in the High Court.

Assisted in mediation and/or obtaining settlements for cases involving inter alia Contractual
claims, Commission, Medical Negligence, Motor Accidents, Personal Injury, Property Damage,
Sale & Purchase of Goods and/or Services, Sale & Purchase of Shares.

Assisted in an international arbitration relating to satellite bandwidth.

Assisted in contested and uncontested probate & administration matters; advised on and drafted
Wills (including joint and/or mutual wills); advised on and carried out the registration,
withdrawal, and revocation of Lasting Powers of Attorney.

Advised on and carried out the registration of Trade Marks; assisted in resisting a Trade Mark
claim; assisted in the drafting of a Licence Agreement.

Assisted in the drafting of various corporate documents including inter alia Agency Agreements,
Escrow Agreements, Loan Agreements, Non-Circumvention / Non-Disclosure Agreements,
Promissory Notes, Sale & Purchase Agreements, Shareholders’ Agreements.

Assisted in advising on Stamp Duties, COVID-19 support measures; drafting of Trusts (for
property / Sale Proceeds), Option to Purchase, Tenancy Agreements; assisted in the privatisation
and/or collective sale attempts of residential, commercial, and/or mixed-use developments.
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Home owner Raman Dhir
had appealed tothe High
Court afterthe Strata
Titles Board dismissed his
application seeking an
order forthe management
corporation to rectify the
faults and to reimburse
him for repair works done.

The High Court ruled that the
skylight over the entrance of a
four-storey townhouse at The
Balmoral fit the legal definition of
common property as it affected the
appearance of the bullding and could
be “enjoyed" by fellow r

PHOTO: COURT DOCUMENTS

Court rules in favour of home

owner over Commaornl areas

Owner wanted management corporation
to fix leaks from skylight, windows, roof

SelinaLum

Law Correspondent

The High Court has ruled in favour
of the owner of a four-storey town-
house at The Balmoral who argued
that the management corporation
(MC) should take responsibility for
water leakages in his unit as they
originated from areas that are com-
monproperty.

The court, in a written judgment
on Thursday, reversed the decision

of the Strata Titles Board (STB),
which had said a flat roof above the
house and the skylight over the en-
trance of the house did not fit the le-
galdefinition of common property.

Home owner Raman Dhir had ap-
pealed to the High Court after the
STB dismissed his application seek-
ing an order for the MC to rectify
the faults and to reimburse him for
repair works done.

Mr Dhir said water leaked into
his house from a flat roof that cov-
ers a small enclosed area, various

fixed window panels that run from
the second to the fourth floor and
the skylight.

Termite damage resulted from
the leakages, he said.

He argued that the roof, windows
and skylight are common proper-
tiesand the MC was responsible for
repairing them and the damage
caused.

The MC contended that these
were not common properties and
that there was insufficient evi-
dence on the origin of the leaks.

In July last year, the STB rejected
Mr Dhir’s claim, saying that with-
out an expert report, it could not
conclude that the leakages came
from these three areas.

The board found that the win-
dows were common property, but
not the roof and the skylight, as
they were for Mr Dhir’s “exclusive
use” and served only his unit.

But High Court judge Chan Seng
Onn said the roof clearly fit the defi-
nition of common property as it
was not part of the total strata area
of Mr Dhir's unit.

He said the STB was wrongto con-
clude that the roof was exclusively
used by Mr Dhir because he had
used the area to install equipment
such as air conditioner condensers
without permission.

“A breach cannot possibly con-
vert common property into per-
sonal property,” the judge said,

adding that the MC can ask Mr Dhir
torectify the breach.

The judge also said it was immate-
rial that the skylight served only
Mr Dhir’s unit, as it affected the ap-
pearance of the building and could
be “enjoyed” by fellow residents,
therefore satisfying the definition
of common property.

Justice Chan said the board also
erred in law by placing the burden
of proof on Mr Dhir, when the law
requires the MC to provide evi-
dence to the contrary to rebut his
claim.

He sent the case back to the
board to hear and consider again.

selinal@sph com sg
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* SENIOR LAW CORRESPONDENT

7| A HOUSEWIEE has won a High .
Court bid to. use heér, daughter s
shareirom the sale.of their $4.3 .
| million fiatto settle. outstgnding
1 mortgage loans, - .

| A-court -order issued yestexday

[

{ made clear that money from the
‘4. sale be shared: equally. Between
"} * *Madam 8. Mira, 63, and: fer -

-] Sosip Tssi, 43 = who" allepedly
- "touk out loans to buy ¢ o‘thet'ﬁbudo

g ﬁoth were .namet{ foint 7 .owners
: of the "plush, apartinent “at: The
|- Morningside condominium - by
° Madim Mira's businesghan
: Bg.nd, Mr N. Salim, 67, who
"=k bo titmorethan26
b ‘Mirahad ought the or~.
1. -dér 85 Her ‘davighter, Susan had alé
|7 legediy. used-the flat. as. collateral
as with f b k:fr ?ortgagr‘:u:lmjng
|- without her knowledge, m
| sup” debts -ofrayound. $2.0 million.
* The -ordef, based ofi Justice
Siu Chii's judgment last week,
_ruled that Mrs Tsai’s® share be
.| " vised to settle oufstanding 1bans,
~ . Madam Mira stands_ to gain
;' { -about $L.3 million in netj
y following the loan de uctions
-] . fromthe ssle earlier this year. Pre-
T viously, she had obiained court ap-
proval to sell the-2,800 sq ft dou-
ble-storey River Valley Road flat
to settle the outstanding sum,
In cowrt documents submitted

hus--

years ago. .

- | Court rules
| on money
Om: saEe of

.| Worman may use. déughter’s share
to pay: outstandmg mortgage Ioans

stated the loans wete taken out by
the. daughter” between 2007 and’
2013. Madam Mira claimed she re-
-ceived no benefits from them.

. 8he also said her signatures on
the lpan documents were t;ged -
a claim her'dédughter degi R
T, Mr Salim said he d -
block to help pay off the debt due:
on the flat owned BY his wife and -
daughtei, He ad ed Athat he sup< -
ported his daughter's educaﬁob in
the United-

Mrs Tsaj, it mimﬁssions filed
through awyer Snmin Sindhu, de~ -

nied her miother wes unaware of
the loans She clgithed’the money
vas borfowed on her mother’s in~ -
structian, and Hié-loans were tak=
en to’Buy‘ condo units as- she fn-
Aendéd to telirn and livé in oné of ..

. them with her*children and‘rént-

out the rest. She said the acquired -

units were forfeited foﬂowing pay«

ment defaults. - - .
Mrs Tsai, an- Amencan house-

"Lai . wife based in California, admitted

the loans ¢ould not be xepaid. Her
submissions showed a frosty réla-
tionship with her mother.

e,

other unit he ewned in the some -

. Bhe-said-her .fathénbeugfl ‘the .-

Momipgside unit for hei Yor- dging
well. 2t school. ‘Her-parents, had'-
urged hér to'shidy medicine in the

US and yeturn'to Singapore-t6 -

. prachsé “My mdm said in HoKk~

ien ‘your children can walk to at-
fend River = Valley Primary
School’,” the mother of two said

by Her lawyer Carolyn Tan. it was. vijajan@spheomsg - - ...
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his various’ Jess: ventufes, . pmﬁt .
Mr Long; who becamne Merukli Smga- Carolyn Tan and Au Tﬁye Chuen of Tan

. pore’s full-tune iocal dmactor despite Hiav- & An LLP Mt Long 5 Ia.wyars, pomted out

c M'Y—'k

qsxght Lsay: ﬂns,m hght . cluding monthlg Ioa ] mstalments for the.

eyond " hif of failing tg sef in the best mtergsts_of ;

that the sale prices - $1 9175 mﬂhon for
_ the Bayshore pmperty $1.551 miillion.for

the Kitchener, property and $1.19 miflion
. for The Raintree’ property had exceeded

" the purchase prices of $1,9162 million,
~ $1.55 million, and $1.155 million respec-

" nvely, and. were. only. slightly lower than

. the minimum pnces that the Merukh fami-

“lyhad desired. © <.

; Further, the sale pnces were very close

o' the market prices of $1.917 million,
[ $1.545 million and $1.188 million stated”
in the valuationteport. Mr Long’s lawyers, )

- 'who referfed to anticipated government

of his. coolmg measures: and.- the instability of fi-
VUM iong, Who sought reHef after getung :

‘paficial markets; argued that this was an
achlevement consxdermg the poormarket

' coriditions at:the time”.. -
But-Teh -Ee-Von of Inﬁmtus Corp, the:

-Merukh estate’s lawyer, argued that the
manner in which; the'sale:had been con-
- ducted was objecnonable She_questioned
‘the “fire-sal¢” manner in which the op-
tions haﬂ béen. gran‘ted ‘'stating that this

. was unnécessary sinée the sale proceeds
..-of the Bayshore property Woald have suf-

- ficed 10 -cover the most pressing debts (the

employaes salaries- and CPF contnbu— '
3 tions, peaaliy for late.payment of CEF con-

o mbutions, and theloutstdnding instal--

of: : - Mertiklt's: . thents for the three properties).
L daughter and personal sxecittor of Ber fa- ¢

© Ms Teh also argued that there was no
urgency to sell the propertiés because the

estate had in August 2011 obtained a’
- six-month grace period from UOQB for pay-
ent of the outstandmg instalments. But

- there was no evidence t¢ show that
Mr Long was nonﬁed of the grace period.
‘Mr Long,’ ‘who Was personal guarantor

“of the debts of another Merukk company,

Merukh Repubhc Auto; Taced a claim from
. creditor; Motor-Way Credit,-for the short-
. fall caused, by the depreciation of repos-

sessed -cars. In addltmn the salaries and -

CPF contnbutmns of the staﬁ' of Merukh

-

;o L*-i——;t .

BT Mi'b{n, .

Chau‘ i‘ -euriturned' d'xrector wins case against boss's estate

,Smgapore and Merukh Auto mciudmg
that of all the hired chauffeurs remainegd .
outsta,ndmg In fact, Merukh Aute was
charged with violations of the Central Prov-
,1dent Funid Act after it failed to heed warn-
ings thronghout July and.August 2011

threatening. penalties and cmmnal sanc- [

_tlons

Endeed Just:{ce Leg found that Mr. Long

had conswtently made cleat” that his pur- .

pose for trying to get a buyer for the three
properties was to raise funds “fo meet the
most pressing payments”.

“I did not find that the manner in which
the sales had been carried out, or the fail-

. ure to seek the approval of the sharehold-

ers in general meeting, was conduct so
careless anid imprudent that a reasonable
person would have concluded that it was
dishonest and involvitig moral turpitude.”
In finding that Mr Long should be re-
s eved from liability for any negligence, de-
fault, breach of duty or ‘breach of trust in
his capacity as the company’s director, Jus-
tice Lee said that Mr Long didn’t act negli-
gently in faﬁmg to find more buyers offer-
mg a higher price. '

“The property market had been soft at
the end of 2011 due to anticipated cooling
measures. The gonsequence of the breach
was not severe as .
cured for each of the three properiies not
fallmg more than $150,000 short of the
minimum prices stipulated (by the estate),

-and are in any case, h:\gher than the origi-
‘nal purchiase prices.” =

If anything, Justice Lee said, h*e “was
-convinced that Mr Long was not appointed
to the directorships for his business experi-
ence or training,but rather based on the
trust that the deceased had in him.as a spir-
itual confidant™. “With this in, mind, I was
minded to conclude that (M Long} would
indeed have acted likewise, had the deb,
and: the three propemes sold been his
own.”

--the sale prices se-.;
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NEPTUNE COURT PRlVATISATEON

Residents approve appointment of lawyer

Now, planis to
negotiate for better
privatisation fee

ESTHER NG

estherng@mediacorp.com.sg

STNGAPORE — Residents of Neptune
Court voted yesterday to appoint
law firm Tan & Au to undertake
the privatisation of the sprawling
estate,

Yesterday’s meeting to amend .

the constitution, appoint a law

firm and approve the privatisa-
tion committee lasted three hours
amid heated outbursts from
some residents,

One complaint was the al-
leged lack of transparency in
how the Neptune Court Owners’

‘EO Residents of Neptune

: Court have voted to
appolnt law firm Tan & Au to
vndertake the privatisation of
the sprawling estate,

Association (NCOA) had gone ’

about its plans.

“They claim there was
an open tender in selecting a
Jaw firm, but none of us knew

about it and it was done with-

out our consent,” said a long-
term resident who did notwant
to be named.

But addressing the meet-
ing, NCOA’s president Tommy
Wong, said: “We selected (Tan

& Au) for their talent, experi-

ence and capability for detal
such that owners will not suffer
any finandial loss .. and their
terms of no success, no pay-

ment.”

While the previous commit-
tee had consulted the law firm
some two years ago, this is the
fitsttime the NCOA has moved to
appoint it. .

Some 250 residents, repre-
senting fewer than half of the
752 units, turned up for the
meeting yesterday. In alt, 205
residents voted to appoint Tan
& Au while 20 objected.

The privatisation commit-
tee was endorsed with a major-
ity vote of 146,

There is stil] some way 1o

go béfore privatisation becomes |

reality, with the agreement of
75 per cent of all the owners

needed. For now, the Neptune
Court Privatisation Committee
(NCPC) together with its law-
yers plan to meet the Minis-
try of Finlance — which owns
the land — and Singapore Lang
Authority to negotiate a bettes
privatisation fee, said NCPC's
chairman David Ho.

~.“In 2007, the residents were

" quoted a fee of $144 million

to privatise the 99-year lease-
hold estate, but in June last year
were given a new figure of just
$40 miltion, which worked out
to roughly $50,000 per unit.

Justdown the road, the 480-
unit Lagoon View estate last
year was quoted an estimated
$12 million, or $28,000 a unit.

Retired civil servant Yahya
Aljaru, 69, and retired manager,
Mr Fadzakir Fadzlil, 67, both of
whom have resided at Neptune
Court since 1975, are looking
forward to privatisation and a
likely en bloc sale effort there-
after.

“I'll take it if they make
me an offer | cam’t refuse,” said
Mr Fadzakir.

“I've simple needs. | don't
need a swimming pooi, a
snooker room. I'l} use the pro-
ceeds to go travelling and Jeave
come far tha Hde ™
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¥ By Daryr Cam

THE three blocks of HEPEC 8ats in
Potong Pasir are row 2 step closer.to be-
ing privatised.

‘At the end of 2 three-day, weekend
drive 1o collect signatures, about 150
households out of the 175 in Blocks 110,
111 and 112 Poicng Pasir Avenue 1 had
signed on the dotted line, signalling their
support.

This 85 per cent support level exceeds
the minimum 75 per cent required by the
Government for privatisation to go

e

shead. With ihis devélopmerd, the only
HUDC estate on the island that has not
been-given the go-ghead for przvahsahon
is Bradtdull Vew.

MP foi Potong Pasir Sitoh Vih Pin said
he was heartened by the residents’
response: “The residents have shown
their support and many hzve signed.

We'll still fry to get more signatures as’

some of them are overseas.”

The Government had given these three
Potong Pasir blocks, along with 15 blocks
in two HUDC estates in Hougang, the
green light to go private in Juiy 2010.

rpg e o

g0 private

ke more than 75% support ﬁ‘om rasidents

Of the two Hougang estates, one was
successfully privatised last April. The oth-
er has just s seeuraed ﬁs 75 per cent approv-
allevel. .

Privatisation’ makes HU’DC residents
the ownérs of fhefr uhits- and the com-
mon property, Whreh gives them betier
control over the running 'of their estate.

The residents each have to pay a set
sum, inchiding legal and survey fees, for
this. After. privatisation, an HUDC estate
will, for example, o longer fall under
Housing Beard (HDB)regulations, such as
those governing the seeking of approval

About i) huuseholﬂs out uf the 175 in ﬂm thres HHBC Hlocks at
Potong Pasir Aveniute | have sigmalled thelr support for plans to

privatise thelr’ bloeXs. ST PHOTO: NURIA LING

before sub-letting a unit. :

Mr Sukhmindar Singh, a2 53-year-gld
operations manager who chairs the pro-
tem committee for the Potong Pasir priva-
tisation bid, said: “The committee
worked as a team, and we had to speak to
residents who wanted more incentives
from the Govermment before they would

agree to going private.”

The cost of privatisa-~
tion is capped at
$30,000 per flat in Hou-
gang and Polong Pasir,
with the Government
absorbing the differ-
ence if it exceeds this.

A resident, a house-
wife who declined to be
named, said she had
hoped to get more:
“QOur estate isn't in the
best condition. Some-
times, the lifts break
down. 1 hope every-
thing will be in better
condition before it's
handed over to us.”

There are 18 HUDC
o1 Housing & Urban De-~
veloptrent Company es-
tates in all, located in places such as Bis-
han, Farrer Road and Pine Grove. They
were introduced in 1974 to meet the de-
mand for homes by middle-income house-
holds priced out of private property, and
phased out in 1987 when more housing
choices were introduced.

&4 daryle@sph.com.sg
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Potong Pasir HUDC estate goes

By YEO SAM Jo

THE -Potohg Pasir Avenue 1
HUDC estate was privatised yes-

terday, but analysts are not ex-

_pectmg a sigrificant rise.in prices .
~for units there because of ‘the cool--

ihg property: market o _
- The Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Company (HUDC) estate_‘

- next to the Kallang River compris-

¢s 175 flats in Blocks 110 to 112. Tt

© was converted to strata-titled

property, under the Land Titles

(Strata) Act, the Housing Board.
saidin‘a statement

' “Usually HUDC flat ownmers

can fetch a higher price with pri- |

vatisation. The key incentive for" .
the buyer is that one day the es-
tate might be”sold en bloc,” said
'SLP International Property Con-
. sultants research head Nlcholas '

Mak.

“But this estate has prwatlsed.
at a time when the market is soft
— demand is weaker and prices

are -also lower - so the jump in

price may not be as much.”
R’ST Research director Ong

Kah Seng said that with privatisa-"

tion, the estate’s prices will “hold

better” because of its en bloc and
redevelopment potential.

But he said investors and buy-
ers might hold back because of a

“substantial .increase in leasing =
competition”; This is dile to more
residential projects 1aunch1ng in
:the area, such as upeoming condo-
" miniums . Sennett Residence and
Sarit Ritz, and the jmpending. B1—. L
-dadari housmg estate, he saidi
Thisis the 17th of Slngapore s
18 former. public housing estates -
to go private, and.the fourth
since May this year.. The last ré- -
maining ‘HUDC 'estate, Braddell:.’
View, has already garnered the re-

dernand for homes from mid+

“dle-income ° households  -priced -
out of private . property The "

scheme was phased out in 1987
when more housing chmces were
1ptroduced

Privatisation of HUDC estates

was announced in 1995 to meet

rising aspirations of Singaporeans

' to own private housing, and to en-

able owners to have more control

- over their estates.

| prlvate but “price splkes unhkety

By going private, the Potong
Pagir Avenue 1 estate’s common
properties will no longer be main- -
tained .and managed by the
Potong Pasir Town Council. In-

" stead, the Management Corpora— ‘

tion Strata Title (MCST) Plan No.

. 4010 has been- constltuted to do
~this:

¢ Flat.owners w1ll also own their
respectlve units, and have a share
incominon propert1es such as car-
parks and open landscaped areas.

Pro tem committee mertiber -
and Block 110 resident Mathew
Mathai ‘told:The Straits Times

“that an annual general meeting
quired 75 pér cent support to pro— > will be held by'the end of Septem-
‘ceed with. ‘privatisation.. " . _

‘“The 18 HUDC -estates’ were 1n~; ?

Qtroduced from 1974 to micet the

“berto elect the MCST members:.

.The 56-yeat-old marine ‘man-

ager added that a carpark-barrier
" and fence are ori the-cards, but it"

will be left to the MCST to dec1de
that in consultation with the resi-
dents.

“41 would like to see a.fence,”
said financial service consultant
Linda Ng, 44, who lives in Block
110. “Right now a lot of strangers
come in to use our carpark and .
resting tables and leave their lit-
ter behind.” -

4 yeosamjo@sph.com.sg



Shunfu Ville is set to be privatised - by
narrow vote

HUDC estate secures more than the required 75% votes i sceond mass signing exercise,
q

R R E TR

SHUNFU Ville is one step closer to becoming the first HUDC estate in the last nine months to be privatised.

Industry sources told my paper tnat the 358-unil estate localed along Marymount Road has secured "slightly
more” than the required 75 % of votes since ils second mass sining exercise five weeks ago.

This comes after the 528-unit Laguna Park in Marine Parade was converted into a strata-titied estate fast July,
the last HUDC estate to do so,

Mr. Phillp Liau, chairman of the Shunfu's pro-tem committee, sald yesterday that they are waiting for the HDB to
confirm the estate's eligibility in filing for privatisation.

Another HUDC estate, Serangoon North, also looks set to be privatised,

The 244-unit estate had held its first mass signing exercise at the end of last month, and more than half the
residents have given their thumbs up to the idea so far.

The Iegal representatives for both pro-tem committees, from Tan & Au LLP, confirmed that they have started
the process of privatisation for both Shunfu Vile and Serangoon North,

The firm added that there has been strong response from both estates and the residents have appeared to be
"very enthusiastic".

Should Shunfu Ville qualify for privatisation, the residents will not only be eligible for a collective sale, they wil also
be able to purchase a second property.

In privatisation, resiklents essentially pay the HDB to take over the ownership of common property such as
carparks and landscaped areas.,

They will also replace the town councils in managing the estate.

The committee had intially amassed about 67 per cent of the votes, but Mr, Liau, 57, sakl they managed to
meet the stipufated 75 per cent after going door-to-door.

But he said: "We still have to garner more votes because some of the owners are selling their flats."

"We need Lo get the new owners to vote as well."

Shunfu residents’ earlier atternpts at privatisation did not succeed.

In August 2001, the estate conducted its mass signing exercise, but only half of the residents voted in favour.

Not wanting to give up, some residents sought for a privatisation-cum- collectrve sale in July last year, but this
was also rejected.

Over at Serangoon North, the lawyers have declined to reveal the exact number of votes obtained, but
meantioned that the response thus far is considered good for a first attempt

Meanwhile, another HUDC estate, Eunosville, has also obtained the required 75 % of votes,
There are 18 HUDC estates in Singapore and 11 have already been privatised.

HUDCs were bullt in the 19705 and 1980s to cater to those wha were not eligible for HDBs, vet could not afford
private housing.

For more my paper stories click here.
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'gang Avel HUDC pnvatxsalmn delay

‘Town Council lceeps
mum on accounts

FREPORT: DESMDHD NG
desmondn@sph.eom sy

HERE'S ou money?
How much doweliavwoin the sinking fund?
Andwhy are you keepingquier?

* Some irate sésidents from a Housing and Urban
Developiment Company CHUDC) estate in Hougang
Avenue 7 raised these questons thwough a letter of
dezand issued tmough théik luwyers to the Hougang
Town Councll eatdies this month,

* In Februacy this year, 233 of the 2686 units ~ of 825
percent - fn btocks 344 1o 350 of this HUDC estate aad
voted infavour of privatisaton.

Foran HUDC estata to be privatsed, 75 per cept of
tesidents need 10 suppart the move. HDBwﬂ:Emﬁme

. When en estaze ks privatised, part of e sinkiog find
~contributed by owners of these blocks aver the years
mwmﬂmmm s retumed to the

'{hepmmwmnmee(bxdusmatewdﬂwy

. nesded 1 know about the estate’s Sniancial bealth ta

Vi

Planforthey voass ahead,
ﬁnmoneywﬂlbeumdforvuiqus!q;d survey and
mwmwﬁonwo&sfordnprmnsamwdwsfeuc-
round the estate and srecting u catpark ganiry.
Privatisation HUDC own-

gang Touwn Council's silence ahout its accounts on this
JLTEN

She was speaking to reporters daring a visit 1o Kaki
Bukiton Maotiday, reported Channe) NewsAsia,

She sald this was troubiling a3 cesldents were ssking
mnyqumions buit e town coundlnm by the Work-
exs” Party (WF) has kept quiet,

Shesald: “Is It jasconessy or are thiy holding back dll
aftex tha eloctions so that whoever wins Hotigang will
mmuﬂmmams!mwrhnsdway:empha
sised ¢y and ability of the town
counc, It Is verypcrplmdng why they have kept very

afet.”

PAF'S Mjunled weam Jeader, Mr Geogge Yeo, alsa
roode references to it dwing a press conference yester-
day.

* Not transparent

Hle saifh: “Hougang Town Coun accoings are 1ot
transparent. Why has there besn 00 resporise to the

“request by the HUDG pra-tem committes for fnforma-

donabout money thatbelongs to themt”
\\'P‘sch!d’lwﬁ\hlﬂuangmspondedmﬂ\e
HIDG issue at the WE's rally in Senghkang fast night,
{Seareportar right.)
Tan & An Partivaship, ttnlawﬁnnhnndﬂmdw
legal paptrwork for the estate, said it issurd a bpater of

md’Mmumﬂﬂﬂum propesty, and
in tun have more mmolovctﬂmmnnmgofﬂw

estate,
w;lalsoaolongerbembjmdmima'

They
hmslngpolmmchashavmgwsw&appmvalm
cdrylhmstmomchme-

azb;:t”d\eir
ESTAE WAS LOEKPE

l@uw!mﬂxel’eogle:hcﬁm?uwﬂ‘m candidate
forAljwﬁEdGRf.‘.,MnI.hnl{m flua, querted Hou.

"”‘SP@WF’S
JNOON EDITION

.

d to the tovwn countll on APl 6 askdng 3 to
confin within seven days that it woidd comply with
the clients’ request for the statement of accounts, -
La Carolyn Tan suid the wwiy councl didn’t
mpomthe!emr
Msmmdmmmﬂddaymemwsm

tion process, which can bo as quick a¢ a year, orup 10
foue yorrsif there are road blodk,
addad: how much the estate has is

She
“crucial because the residents need o do some privatisas

honmmhﬁm. bl i
“They have to bulld fencés, 3 managarnent offics,
carpa:kganuyandbm;ﬂwmupm mark before
the estate tan bel privatisedd.”

Ms Tan said that shie: has handied the privatisation
prooess for other HUDC estates such as Bedok Reser-
voir, Serangoon Nonth and Minton Rise.

. And usuafly, f(m}mhmaooup!cnfdaystogm
detalls of thess sctounts Fram the various town colin-
cils about the respective HUDC estates,

+  When coptacted, HID8 seid that it had on various
oocasions (between Oct 2010 and Apt 2011} pequested

the Hougang Town Couned to provide. the estimated:
“balance operating and sinking funds to the pro-tent

commitiog but the town conncit has not dona so.

qumuymwwog:mmym
“Iheactq *,g.,_‘ LT ,C

)
"'Mc:up[mdu!lstomp‘ewd h:\smbc .
pubmlited o tthNlJami thbhudlllo:

mm :
he accoun :smcssy‘asmtshc {Mrs
Hua) dgtmed, whirwould MIND and th-
% mmwrcmma! appraveh*MrLowagad. -
& added that an:\ookwcrdw(im
Sopnelin 1991 after bolng elected; the HUBIC -
Estata was par(of thoougang ﬁhtcmanagpd
4 povm council, and of wdy sharsd

mmplmamipm' fo Py i
: I(ougari_g mthun !@lgmampyia:hg

My u)wsa:d thdwponczilﬁugf Afepon os
me issus, "Hougabg]‘m(:annulhasgiwn
~methe: pdencabrivetn the town -

oomx:i!.ducl‘mBnndthupmm oommxuou
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ve 7 HUDC |
estate all set )

to go private

With its cdnversio_n on June 13, only 2
HUDC estates are left to be privatised

By JANICE HENG

THE four-decade-long HUDC
scheme is coming to an end, as
yet another esiate is completing
its privatisation journey.

Hougang Avenue 7 HUDC es-
tate is expected to be successfully
privatised on Tune 13, The Straits
Tirnes has fearnt, leaving just two
others in the midst of doing so.

That will make it the 16th out
of 18 such projects to make the
ieap from public to private hous-
ing - and the third since May.

Such Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Company estates, with
large umits and fancier designs,
were introduced in the 1970s for
middle-income families but began
to be privatised after 1595.

For Hougang Avenune 7, the
news was announced to residents
in a May 28 letter from the pro
tem committee overseeing this
process, with copies puf up on
void deck notice boards.

The estate, comprising 286
units in Blocks 344 to 350, will
then becorae a strata-titled prop-
erty under the Land Titles (Strata)
Act.

The Aljunied-Hougang-Pung-
gol East Town Council (AHPETC)
will no longer be responsible for
its management and maintenance.

Instead, residents will have to
elect a menagement corporation
strata title (MCST) council to take
over.

They will also have more con-
trol over thedr units and the com-
mon property. Housing Board re-
strictions on selling flats to for-
eigners, for instance, will no long-
er apply.

And improvement works can
take place. ’

Some are already under way,
such a5 the addition of carpark
spaces. Next up are gantries for ve-
hicle access,

A boundary fence has also been
planned. 3ut whether it goes

The HUDC ostate in Hougang Avenue 7 comprises 286 units in Blocks 344 to 350. Some improvement

spaces. Next up are gantries for vehicle access. A bowndary fence is also planned. ¥ PHOTO: KEVIM LIM

ahead wilt be up to the residents
to decide once the MCST is elect-
ed, said pro tem committee chair-
man Lee Meng Chin,

This is because the sinking
fund is much less than expected,

he added, though he declined to re-

veal the exact figure.

Hougang Avenue 2 HUDCG,
whith went private last month
and-was also previously under AH~-
PETC, faces a similar issue.

its fencing pians have been put
on hold until its MCST is elected
due to iimited funds.

But residents are in no rush to
follow in the footsteps of some
HUDC estates privatised in the
mid-2000s, Wwhich were sold en

(41
NOT SELLING YET

1 did vote for privatisation but

‘I'm not in favour of going en

bloc. With prices now, I think
it's not possible to buy a unit
with the same floor area
elsewhere.

— Retiree Steven Ng, 62, a resident
of Hougang Avenue 7 HUDC estate

%9

bloc to private developers.

“I did vote for privatisation but
I'm not in favour of going en
bloc,” said retiree Steven Mg, 62.

"With the prices now, 1 think
it’s not possible {o buy a unit with
the same flooy area elsewhere.”

_ HUDC units tend to be larger
than 150 sq m. A five-room flat,
in contrast, is arcund 11¢ sg m.

Other owners are also holding
on to theiy flats. . -

HDB records show that no Hou-
gang Avenue 7 HUDC units have
changed hands in the last year.

But HUDC units which do en-
ter the resale market tend to be
sought after, going for as much as
$1.1 milion, as a 151 5q m apart-
ment in Serangoon North did in

" Januwary.

The last two estates still on the
way to privatisation are Potong Pa-

.

e

works are already under way, such as the addition of carpark

sir and Braddel: View.

Braddeli View was put up for
privatisation eonly this january,
but has already secured more than
the 75 per cent support required.

About 80 per cent of its resi-
dents were in favour, said manage-
menrt comrnitiee chairman Alex
Teo. This mandate was obtained
late last month.

The tiny three-block Potong Pa-
sir HUDC, with just 175 units, got
the regquired support in january
2012. 3t is near the end of its jour-~
ney as well, with official privatisa-
tion expected within a month or
50, said pro tem committee chair-
man Sukhmindar Singh.
b3 Janiceh@sph.com.sg
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*FIRST built as affordable homes

foi the sandwiched middie class,’

they were a Heket to a windfall
three decades later. With the last

- . HUDC estate heading towards pri-
vatisation — Braddell View ~ that.

chapter in Singapore's housing -

story. is drawing to a close.

It bégan- with' little faufare-iln.

the Budget debate of1974.
MPs wanted middle-income

_earners to be able to buy private

property with Central Provident
Fund savings. -
Then Minister of State for La-

bour Sia Kah Hui tuned them ™
down, but signalled: the Govern~

ment would be building, “in the
very near future”, flats for this ex-
act midd!e‘im:ome group.

Three days later, then Ministet

for Law 4nd Natjonal Develop-

ment EJW; Barkgr gave details,
'I'h -aifmtdo, 4pn,'ﬂride homes for
idwichod cliiss of young pro-
fesslbﬂ,a]s and - ekecutiyes, .who
earnéd’ too much. for 4. Holising
Board flat. bat’ tog: httle to: afford
priv’ate" Giising.”
T, 83 Hpusing tgnd Urba.n De-
velop 1., Compiny "mahager

terview; was “so-that they counld
have a stake in the'country®.

* built. I’hase 11 flats were an inter~ -

1t
LimPeh Guan put‘*ﬁ 1i'd 1974 ine

The five est'étes of the pioneer .

batch were an nmbmous alterna-

) tlve to condq‘mmium Uving.

" Some, sifch-as-Braddell View -
which: ﬂle Mnjs!ry of National De~
velopment $n ‘Tiesday,announged

s dnd Fagre Bourt; were-coy-
ceptualised as green, sprawling
spaces, The 618 units in Farrer
Court "estate, for instance, had
838,488 sq ft of land to lhem-
selves — about.2/z times the slze
of the Padang.’

Others commanded views of
parkland, such as Lakeview estate
in Upper Thomson Road, or the
sea, Jike Laguna Park and Amberu

-destiniited for prlviitisa-:

‘Who ‘lived in' them?. Four in

five buyers were aged below 35,
*said the HUDC in: 1976. They

were doctors, teachers and engl-
neers; architects, accountants’ and
agsistant managers.

The smiller, cheaper units
proved more popular with these

young professiorials. In 1977, bal- .
Ioting began for the se¢ond phase

of HUDC estates, and’ a waiting
Jist began to build, '

Going upmarket

BUT in 1979, things took a sharp,

upmarket, turn, Phase II units in
Chancery Court, Amberville and
the second part of Braddell View
cost up to 20 per cent wore ﬂlan
their prededessors. -

. and the HUDG addéd-thiat it
waa going to .focus on high-
er-priced, better-quality units,

The reason? A new option.had

emérged for middls;-mcome Ty~ |

ers: HDB. Qxecutlve apartmants,
‘which would also be c’héapep,

For*the"same* rea.sbp,i sinaller,

HUDG naits wonld nd' lohger be

mediate size, at 155 5¢ . .
And ‘the HUDC introduced

grander options, such as 178 sg m.

maisonettes in Chancery Court.
In 1980, the income ceiling for
HUDC buyers was also rajsed, to a
maximum combined family in-
come of $6,000, up from $4,000.

Cosning down fo earth

TILL then, HUDC estates might

have been seen as exclusive pre-
serves of the middle class, en~

* sconced in leafy surrounds.

ville in the east., They featured’

landscaped grounds, playing
fields and covered carparks. And
the three-bedroom flats they con-
tained, which came in two sizes,
were larger than any before,

The smaller ones, at 139 sq m,
are mose than twice the size of a
new three-ripom flat today.

And the larger ones, at 158 sq
m or 1,700 sq ft, remain among

C M

K

But that was an image that
then Prime Minister Lee  Kuan
Yew, for cne, did not want,

In 1981, at a New Year party i
his Tanjong Pagar ward, Mr Lee
urged the middle- income to live
and mix with their less well-to-do
neighbours. -
them to take leadership in their

communities, for nstance L in resi-

dents' committees,

Later, then Mational Develop-
ment Minister Teh Cheang Wan
followed up with the announce-
ment that more HUDC' flats
would be built in HDB estates, for
a balanced mix of residents. ~

“They will become an integral

He also exhorted |

Phase Il thus included HUDC
flats in"-Bedok North, Hongang
and- Jurong East, slongside Gill-
.man Heights and Pme Grove devel-
opments,

Yet even as the scheme aimed

* to put the middle-income in

tonch with the ground, it was los-
ing steatn. Private property prices
were falling at the upper end; exet~
utive atid resale HDB flats- pro\rid—
ed alternatives at-the other, -

In 1984 one in five of the 2,142

“Phase Il units ol qffer was reject- -

ed, Phase IV faced a similarly luke-

watm tesponse. In 1987, t there °

were- 704 HUDC flafs completed

but lying empty.
And 50, that year, the HUDC
scheme came to an ‘ed, It eventu-

to if$ narhe.

ally hdd 18 estates and 7,731 units

Golng private. going en bloc

BUT the story was far from over .

for existing HUDC éstates.

In 1945, the HDB anniounced
that it would start piivatising
them, letting home owners have
control of their estate, | _

This was not entirely out of the

blue, In 1982, the HDB took over
the estates from the " original - -

HUDC, and faced cj%mplamts

about bad service. 1t decided fo .

et the Phase § and I estates.yon -

themselves ~ while still zeynaining .
public housing ~ from 1086,

Inn 1906, however, it was the
Phase 11I estates which first took
the leap. Between then and 2001,
Gillman Heights, Pine Grove, Ivo-
ry Helghts in jumng East and Min-

" ton Risein Hougang "went prlvate.
|.._ ‘In 2002,.they were tjomed by
%QWaterfmnt Ariew and the newer

Tampines Court - 45 well as their

; predecessors. From 2002 to 2004,
! four of the first six HUDC estates

privatised.

At first,, rcsidents focused
miore on upgradmg plans and the

—————-————v——-—w—ﬁ,ﬁ —--—‘ ~
o Singapores 18 HUDC estates e
N . Privatised ‘Solden bloc ‘ L}‘f\,lj“’c‘:mpuﬂmc;’n’d:fkh theft units
GilimenRelghts, ™ 2 T . v iR Pe e i 2007 (Thiedi "+ But privatisation opened the
Pirte Grove 1956 . -y docr to an enticing prospect: a col-
MoryHeights ¢, S - o te:iﬁve saée of the el}]t‘ilim estate to
Minton Rise L 2000 2007 (Thie Minton) . - private - developers.Tle "greatest
Witerfront View R - Y ‘mwaigf}:om Collection) - ‘:lb“a"l‘? iy securing the approv-
Tatipines Court 5000 il e 6f 80 per-cent of all residents.
£ _ , L But in 2005, amid a feverish
arrer Court : T 2007 (d'Leedon) property miarket, one estate after
Amberville + 2006 (Silversea) another 'started to gain this ap--
lakevigw - N provalm\igo on the market.
Chancery Court ' ‘And H Jdnoary 2006, the fizst
" Vaguna Ptk ; ~ .+ 7 HUDC estate went en. Bloo: the
funosvile SRS 168-unit Amberville estate, which
hiny - - & so}d for $153 million.
unla -+ This works out to $1,09 mfllion
SerangoonNérth | per unit, whidh was said to be at
Hougang North N3 " Jeajt '85.per cent over the market
- Hougang Northy N? value then < mnd also quite a wind-
i * Potong Pably’ e S tali, c?]us&!ttlg:!ns thata 1tlinree I:efd—
a EE R S - -room flat there originally went for
. Braddell View Seeklngmaﬂdate i el under $100;000. 4
-, The nixt year+and~&- half saw
a of en bloc deals for Water-
.A chapter is commg t0 4 close Wlth ]ast _. !f,ﬂ‘mﬁ it s -
maiy’ tg. I June 2007, the
HUDC estate b%md for ms{atlsanon St Farver ICoust wont for
. él.sﬁ “billion, irythy largest ever
By JANICE NENG . the biggest public Bats cver, : - solléctive'dalaof a esidential slte.
' part of public hé“using,” he said, But that:was to be the last col-

- lectiva sale fof years.

- The rest of 2007 saw failed en

. blog attempts by Piné Grove,

Lakeview and Chaiicery Court.
In the yesars- since then, some

“have tried again, while others
“have tried and falled. Meanwhile,

latecomers were firally getting on
- the road: th privatisation. .
" Euriosville went private in

- 201, and Shunfue last year., Four
. more - -estates
. enictigh votes from residents to e~
" gin the legal progess.

have -garnered

. Now, the Jast remaining HUDC

. é,stahz ‘has started its journey.

‘Oit Tuesday, it was announced

- that Braddell View was destgnated
- for mrivatisation. Its management

.comumittée says it 17 close to secur-

. ing the requi:ed mandate of 75 per
. cent from its residents.” ~

" 4Symbolfeally, the designalion
mirks the end of the HUDC era,”
said Minister for Nationat Devel— ,
.opment Kiiaw Boon Wan.

Baut though the histerical chap—
ter may have closed, the story will
keep unfolding. :

For one thing; Bradde}l View's
pnvabsailon will take about anath~
or year and 4 half, and four other
estates are still in ‘the process.

For another, as long as the pos-
sibility to go en bloc remains
open, some -may chase it. Eunos-
ville, for one, launched its second
en bloc atternpt just last month,

And any such pursuit could be
a long and trying one.

The sprawling size of HUDC
estates makes them intirnidating
to, developers, says Century2l
chief executive ofﬂcet Ku Swue
Yong..

And getlmg all resxdents on
board in the first place can be a
struggle. In' 2008, for instange, La-
gliha Park saw hyssles between res-
idents who wanted a collective
sale and those who did not. The
cars and mailboxes of the unwill-
ing were hit by vandals. “There's
a strong sense of attachment
among residents tao, in most po-
tential en blocs, and some may be
above monetary reasons for relin-
quishing their hemes,” said R'ST

‘Research director Ong Kah Seng.

As Braddell View resident and
retireg K.C. Lam, 81, put it: "This
is my home. Might as well own
zt n
4 Janiceh@sph.com.sg
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Wing Fong Mansions condominium at 12 Lorong 14 Geylang has been
launched for collective sale at $$176 million. SOURCE: GOOGLE MAPS

Wing Fong Mansions
and Wing Fong Court
up for collective sale

By Fiona Lam
fiolam@sph.com.sg
@FionaLamBT
Singapore

FREEHOLD condominium Wing Fong
Mansions in Geylang has been
launched for collective sale with a re-
serve price of 55176 million, market-
ing agent PropNex Realty told The
Business Times on Wednesday.

It is up for tender along with the
adjacent condo, Wing Fong Court,
which was put on the market two
weeks ago at a reserve price of
SE108 million.

At least 80 per cent of the owners
at Wing Fong Mansions have given
their consent for an en bloc sale, lead
property consultant Richard Hau
from PropNex told BT.

The 130-unit, eight-storey prop-
erty is located at 12 Lorong 14
Geylang and has a total strata area of
around 142,149 square feet.

Wing Fong Mansions spans a land
area of 47,880 sq ft, while the Wing
Fong Court site occupies 29,334 sq ft.

Also marketed by PropNex, the
H¥-unit, eight-storey Wing Fong Court
is located at 10 Lorong 14 Geylang
and has a total strata area of about
87,791 sq ft.

The land rate for Wing Fong Court
works out to 55997 per square foot
per plot ratio, based on the develop-
ment charge baseline of 108,403 sq ft
in floor area according to the Urban
Redevelopment Authority (URA). Pro-

posals exceeding this floor area are li-
able for development charge.

Both freehold sites are zoned for
commercial or institutional use with
a 2.8 plot ratio.

Any redevelopment will not at-
tract additional buyer's stamp duty.

Together, Wing Fong Mansions
and Wing Fong Court make up “one of
the largest and most promising land
sites in Geylang”, Mr Hau said.

There is a possibility of linking the
two sites underground with a base-
ment level and forming one integ-
rated development, although this will
be subject to URA approval of an out-
line application, Mr Hau told ET.

The condos are situated in
Geylang, which is undergoing a ma-
jor revamp into a commercial envir-
onment. They are a 10-minute drive
1o the central business district.

Also in the vicinity is the Pava Le-
bar Quarter, a four-hectare mixed-de-
velopment with retail, office and res-
idential components.

Carolyn Tan of Tan & Au LLP, the
solicitors for both collective sales,
said: “We are excited to be part of the
process for the gentrification of
Cevlang. Itis hoped that this Geylang
area will become the new ‘French
Quarter of the East’ in Singapore — an
entertainment district with art galler-
ies, antique stores and jazz clubs
boasting Bohemian vibes and a
quaint, distinctive character.”

Both tenders close at 4 pm on
May 18.
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MARKETS wednesday  Change
sn 3,103.66  -0.45
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The STI

Reits show strength

even as Singapore

shares close flat

Singapore shares closed
unchanged on Wednesday

{Jul 6), even as regional
markets mostly fell, with
strength recorded among
real estate investment trusts
(Reits). The benchmark Straits
Times Index (STI) fell 0.01% or
0.45 points to close at
3,103.66. COMPANIES / 9

Malaysia raises interest
rate to 2.25% amid
‘positive growth prospects’
Malaysia‘s central bank on
Wednesday (Jul 6) moved to
increase the key overnight
policy rate (OPR) by

25 basis points to

2.25%. TOP STORIES / 2

Large GLS residential
sites may help tame land
prices, but also heighten
risks for developers

When the second half 2022
Government Land Sales
programme was unveiled on
Jun 7, observers were gener-
ally not surprised that the
authorities had raised the
supply of private housing
units (incluging executive
condominiums) from the
confirmed list sites by 26%
versus H1. COMPANIES / 6

Finance sector pares
training subsidies for staff

Training subsidies for staff in
the finance industry will soon
be scaled down, as part of
changes meant to support a
focus on growth and

priority areas in the

sector. BANKING / 15
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EN BLOC SALE

People’s Park Centre could spur
Chinatown rejuvenation if sold

Mixed-use development is up for collective sale via public tender with a S$1.8b reserve price

By Corinne Kerk
corinne@sph.com.sg

THE en bloc sale of People’s Park
Centre, if successful, could help re-
juvenate the Chinatown area, but
buying interest is likely to be limit-
ed to consortiums, given the high
ticket price, consultants have said.

The mixed-use development at
101 Upper Cross Street was put up
for collective sale via public tender
with a S$1.8 billion reserve price,
marketing agent ERA Realty Net-
work announced on Wednesday
(Jul 6).

This translates to a land rate of
about S$2,620 per square foot per
plotratio, including the differential
premium and the premjum to top
up the land tenure to a fresh 99-
year lease, ERA added.

The commercial-cum-residen-
tial development, completed in
1976, comprises 324 retail units,
256 office units, 120 residential
units and a car park. In its first col-
lective sale attempt in 2019, the re-
serve price was 5$1.35 billion.

The building sits on a plot span-
ning 95,467 square feet (sq ft),
zoned under the Urban Redevelop-
ment Authority’s 2019 Master Plan;
the gross plot ratio is 8.6, which
means it can be built up to a gross
floor area of 821,017 sq ft.

Notmg that the property has an
attractivelocation— bemg near the
Chinatown MRT interchange and
near historical landmarks — Wong
Xian Yang, head of research at
Cushman & Wakefield, believes
there is opportunity to build an
iconic integrated development in
the héart of Chinatown, a develop-
ment that could spur gentrification
efforts in the area.

Tang Wei Leng, Colliers’ manag-
ing director and head of capital

markets and investment services,
pointed out that many of the devel-
opments in the neighbourhood are
ageing and in heed of a new lease of
life.

She noted that the newly-com-

pleted State Courts, as well as the

soon-to-be completed One Pearl
Bank and a luxury hotel in the Mon-
drian chain, are already leading the
change in the locality.

One Pearl Bank is being built on
the site of Pearl Bank Apartments,
which was sold en bloc to Capita-
Land for S$728 million'in February
2018. As of last month, 83 per cent
of the new, 774-unit, 99-year lease-
hold condominium had been sold.

Together with widened roads
and improved accessibility in the
area, some older properties in the
vicinity are already benefiting from
the uplift created by the increased
footfall, and new concept shops in
food and beverage, lifestyle and
wellness, have sprung up, said
Tang.

“Many shophouses are also be-

ing traded at high values and are in
high demand by family offices,”
she said, adding that People’s Park
Centre presents an opportunity to
redevelop a sizeable site in an area
undergoing gentrification.

Agreeing, Huttons' senior direc-
tor of research Lee Sze Teck said it
is probably time to improve the
whole mix in the area too.

“The stretch along Eu Tong Sen
Street can do with some rejuvena-
tion,” he said. “Even if buildings
theredon't go enbloc, the retail mix
probably has to be updated. It
needs an overhaul.”

He noted that Chinatown Point,
across the road from People’s Park
Centre, has been notching up high-
er footfall than other nearby malls
on weekends ever since its S$90
million revamp in 2012.

The mall was sold in 2019 by Pe-
rennial Real Estate Holdings and its
consortium of investors, including
Singapore Press Holdings, for
$$520 million; the buyer was a
fund managed by Pan Asia Realty

The commercial-
cum-residential
development
comprises a total
of 324 retail units,
256 office units,
120 residential
units and a car
park. PHOTO: BT FILE

Advisors (Singapore), a joint ven-
ture between Mitsubishi Estate Co
and CLSA.

Huttons' Lee suggested that in
People’s Park Centre’s case, the new
buyer could even consider retain-
ing the entire structure—changing
the residential component to ser-
viced apartments, a hotel or a co-
living space, and revamping the
mall’s tenant mix.

“That would be cheaper than a
complete redevelopment and is al-
so more environmentally-friend-
ly,” he said. “Given what we are see-
ing with Golden Mile Complex,
there is a possibility that old struc-
tures can be retained, while their
internal organs undergo a major
upgrade.”

. Completedin1973 and gazetted
for conservation, Golden Mile Com-
plex was sold for S$700 million to a
consortium comprising Perennial
Holdings, Sino Land and Far East
Organization in May. Apart from
restoring the existing building and
retaining its key features and sig-
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nature terraced profile, the buyers
will explore transforming the
building into a mixed-use develop-
ment with office, retail and resi-
dential components.

Colliers’ Tang pointed out, how-
ever, that People’s Park Centre's re-
serve price is “on the high side”, giv-
en the current market environment
with patchy global economic re-
covery, supply-chain disruptions,
inflation and higher interest rates.

“We think the interest is likely to
come from consortiums of devel-
opers and financial partners,” she
said. “The hurdle will be the higher
cost considerations, which could
pose a price mismatch in exPecta

" tion' between the sellers and

buyers.”

Since developers are more care-
ful with purchases exceeding S$1
billion, Huttons' Lee reckons that
perhaps up to 3 consortiums may
make a bid for the site to share the
risks.

- “Although the price is slightly
high, there is still merit in this site
because the Chinatown MRT sta-
tionis directly besideit, and itis ve-
ry near the city,” he said, noting that
Raffles Place was a 5-minute drive
or a short MRT ride away.’

The chief éxecutive of real éstate
consultancy firm Delasa, Karamjit
Singh, said: “The plotis undoubted-
ly attractive for its location and
scale. Developers and institutional
investors would love these two at-
tributes. The key question sur-
rounds the price.”

Should the site be sold, observ-
ers say it may encourage the own-
ers of People’s Park Complex —an-
other old, mixed-use development
down the road — to also take the
collective sale route.

The tender for People’s Park
Centre closes at 3 pm on Aug 18.




Pine Grove gunning for fourth-time
lucky in $1.95 billion collective sale

The Pine Grove en bloc tender is being launched amid heightened risks and compressed
profit margins for developers.

Grace Leong
Senior Business Correspondent
UPDATED

SEP 14,2023, 05:44 AM

SINGAPORE - Pine Grove condominium is back on the bandwagon for a collective
sale via public tender — this time at a reserve price of $1.95 billion.

The 660-unit former HUDC estate in Ulu Pandan, which has 60 years left on a 99-year
leasehold, was previously put up for sale in 2019 at $1.86 billion.

This is the fourth collective sale attempt by Pine Grove since 2008, and the third time
it has achieved 80 per cent consensus for the sale.

If successful, owners of 1,163 sq ft units in the project stand to get gross proceeds of
about $2.39 million, while those who own 1,934 sq ft homes could get $3.2 million,
according to marketing agent ERA Realty Network.

At $1.95 billion, the land rate works out to $1,434 per sq ft per plot ratio, after factoring
in an additional 10 per cent bonus gross floor area under various incentive schemes.

The land rate also includes an estimated land betterment charge (LBC) of about $1
billion for intensification and lease upgrade to a fresh 99-year lease, ERA said.
Developers pay an LBC for the right to enhance the use of some sites or to build bigger
projects on them.

The 893,218 sq ft site has a gross plot ratio of 2.1 and can be redeveloped into a
residential project with up to 2,050 new units, subject to planning approval.

Mr Tay Liam Hiap, ERA’s managing director of investment sales, said: “Pine Grove is
the largest residential site, both in terms of land size and price quantum, to be
launched for sale (en bloc) this year.

“The site is launched now because we have a year from achieving the 80 per cent
consensus to find a buyer for the site and make an application to the Strata Titles Board
for a sale order.”

Based on the better-than-expected tender result for a government land sale (GLS) site
at Pine Grove (Parcel A), the owners are hopeful of a better outcome, it added.

In June 2022, a joint venture between UOL Group and Singapore Land Group came
out tops with a bid of $671.5 million or $1,318 psf ppr for the GLS plot — just $800


https://www.straitstimes.com/authors/grace-leong

ahead of a bid from a unit of Allgreen Properties. The plot had attracted five bids in
what analysts described as one of the tightest races at the time.

But Colliers’ head of research in Singapore, Ms Catherine He, noted that despite the
tight race, the number of bids was still lower than the average of seven received for
tenders that closed earlier in 2022.

Although unsold new home supply remains low, developers face heightened
development risks from higher construction costs, growing macro-economic
uncertainty and dampening effects from the latest rounds of cooling measures, said
Mr Wong Xian Yang, head of research for Singapore and South-east Asia at Cushman
& Wakefield.

“The en bloc market also faces competition from the GLS programme. The
Government has ramped up the supply of GLS sites to cool prices and may continue to
do so. Some developers prefer to acquire GLS land as the process is more
straightforward,” he said.

According to Cushman, only three projects with a total value of over $665.2 million
were sold en bloc from January to August 2023, down from 11 projects with a total
value of $1.87 billion sold in the same period in 2022.

“The gap between buyers and sellers continues to weigh on the overall en bloc market.
Developers are cautious on bids, while sellers’ expectations have remained steady as
replacement costs are high,” Mr Wong said.

A Knight Frank report in April 2023 noted that only a third of collective sales have
succeeded in the current cycle, down from 60 per cent in the 2017-2018 boom cycle as
developers turn cautious in the face of heightened risks and compressed profit margins.

Pine Grove condominium is back on the bandwagon for a collective sale via public
tender — this time at a reserve price of $1.95 billion. ST PHOTO: JOYCE FANG

The most recent successful residential en bloc deal involved the sale of Kew Lodge, a
freehold landed residential site in District 11, to Woh Hup subsidiary Aurum Land for
$66.8 million.

Pine Grove was one of the first two HUDC estates to be privatised in 1996. Out of 18
former HUDC estates developed between 1974 and 1987, Pine Grove ranked second in
terms of land size, after Braddell View, and followed by the former Farrer Court.

The tender for Pine Grove will close at 3pm on Nov 29.



Reserve price for proposed collective sale of
Wintech Centre raised to $98 mil

By Atigah Mokhtar
| EdgeProp Singapore |
April 26,2023 4:18 PM SGT

Wintech Centre (Photo: Wintech CSC)

SINGAPORE (EDGEPROP) - The owners of Wintech Centre, a strata-titled light
industrial building at 6 Ubi Road 1, are one step closer to launching the
property for en bloc sale. (See potential condos with en bloc calculator)

The collective sale committee (CSC) for the development was appointed in
August 2021 and has since been working to get the required consent from
the majority of owners. “I think it's very likely we'll be getting the 80% approval
soon,” says Ken Lim, chairman of the CSC. The proposed reserve price for the
targeted collective sale, previously set at $84 million, has been revised to
$98 million.

The CSC’'s optimism follows the sale of J'Forte Building, a high-spec
industrial building located less than a 10-minute drive from Wintech Centre,
earlier this year. On Jan 30, Metro Holdings and Boustead Projects
announced that they, together with an independent institutional third-party,
were jointly acquiring J'Forte Building for $98.8 million. The sale of the eight-
storey property on Tai Seng Street was brokered by Knight Frank.

Lim notes that Wintech Centre is already starting to receive interest ahead
of the collective sale launch. “We've had some enquiries from certain
investors, including a REIT fund,” he discloses. He views the current
environment as an opportune time to launch the sale, especially coming off
the recent property cooling measures that came into effect last December.
“Given [the measures], we think additional demand will be seen for industrial
properties,” he says.

Map and overview of Wintech Centre (Source: EdgeProp LandLens)

Developed by Chiu Teng Group, a property developer and construction
conglomerate specialising in commercial and industrial buildings, Wintech
Centre was completed in 2001. The eight-storey building has a 60-year
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lease from 1997. It has a total of 104 strata units which are owned by 84
subsidiary proprietors.

Under the URA Master Plan, the building is zoned for Bl industrial use with an
approved gross plot ratio of 2.5. The property sits on a land area of 64,713 sq
ft and the current gross floor area is 161,782 sq ft.

Wintech Centre is located within 361m of the MacPherson MRT Station, which
is an interchange for the Circle and Downtown Lines. It is just one stop from
Paya Lebar MRT Interchange Station for the East-West and Circle Lines. The
building is also located close to Tanjong Katong Complex, Joo Chiat
Complex and City Plaza.

For the collective sale, Weston Vision Realty has been appointed as the sole
marketing agent, and Tan & Au LLP has been appointed as the lawyer.

Recent resale transactions at Wintech Centre (Source: EdgeProp Research)
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LEE MENG MEW

Lee Meng Mew graduated from the National University of Singapore in 1981 with an LLB (Hons)
degree and was called to the Bar in January 1982. A Notary Public, he has been in private practice
for more than 27 years. He has a wealth of experience having worked as a Legal Associate with
Messrs. Toh & Toh, Messrs. Tan Chia & Teo, Messrs. Robert KB Teo & Co and Messrs. Wee Swee
Teow & Co before commencing practice as a Partner in Messrs. Lui Lee & Leong in May 1989.

Lee Meng Mew practised as a Partner in Messrs. Lui Lee & Leong from May 1989 to 30 June 2003,
doing mainly litigation work, including litigation relating to sale and purchase of property.
Messsrs. Lui Lee & Leong also handled a sizeable volume of conveyancing work, including en-bloc
sales and purchases, in the course of which the firm represented various banks and financial
institutions.

The firm of Lui Lee and Leong was dissolved on 30 June 2003 and Lee Meng Mew commenced
practice as a Sole-Proprietor under the name of "Lee Meng Mew & Co" from 1 July 2003 until
today. His area of practice includes general litigation relating to contractual disputes, debt
recovery, employment contracts, insurance claims as well as general solicitors' work involving the
drafting of wills and agreements for sale of shares, employment contracts amongst other areas. He
also handles divorce and estate matters, as well as conveyancing.
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YEO POH TIANG

Poh Tiang graduated from the University of Birmingham, United Kingdom and went on to be
called to the Singapore Bar. She was subsequently admitted as a solicitor of the Supreme Court
of England and Wales.

Poh Tiang began her legal career at two major law firms where she obtained substantial
experience in various aspects of conveyancing and property transactions, banking, litigation,
probate and administration, trusts and estate planning. Beyond her then designated portfolios,
Poh Tiang had the opportunity to work on matrimonial and family law matters. It was not very
long before she realised that her strength and passion lies very much in that area of law. Poh
Tiang went on to practice in a firm which specializes in matrimonial and family law.

Her passion explains her decision to set up a law practice dedicated mainly to resolving family
disputes and all aspects of family-related matters. Coupled with her conveyancing and property
law knowledge, Poh Tiang could adequately advise her clients in matters relating to matrimonial
assets, particularly to matrimonial homes.

On top of that, Poh Tiang routinely drafts wills and deals with probate and administration
matters.

Poh Tiang is able to assist clients in the following areas:

Divorces, Contested or Uncontested

Division of matrimonial assets

Custody of Children including Variation of Custody Orders

Deed of Separation

Application for Wife and Children's Maintenance during marriage or after divorce,
including Variation of Maintenance Orders

Adoption, Contested or Uncontested

Maintenance of Parents' Application (under the Maintenance of Parents' Act)
Application for or Discharge of Personal Protection Orders

Application for or Discharge of Domestic Exclusion Orders

Wills

Application for Probate and Letters of Administration

The law firm that offers clients a peace of mind with its fixed legal fees packages.
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Law firm’s DIY portal
aims to slash legal
costs for divorce

Step-by-step tool promises to cut hassle, but
some lawyers do not see it taking offhere

K.C. Vijayan
Senior Law Correspondent

A do-it-yourself kit is now available
for couples intending to divorce am-
icably, making the process less
costly for them.

A Chinatown-based divorce spe-
cialist law firm, with three
branches in Yishun, Toa Payoh and
Sengkang, has come up with an on-
line DIY portal where simplified, un-
contested cases are handled at
$599 each.

Principal lawyer Beatrice Yeo of
Yeo & Associates said she developed
the divorcebureau.com.sg portal “to
help divorcing couples do up their
own divorce and reach a settlement

in the comfort of their homes”.

“This is provided they can still
communicate with each other with
a view to divorce amicably and
work the terms out,” she added.

The portal is a step-by-step tool,
with a drop-down list of all the pos-
sible wordings normally used in a
court order for both parties. When
an application is completed, an en-
tire set of legal documents will be
generated and ready for filing in the
Family Justice Courts.

The law firm’s partner, Mr Yang
Yongquan, said: “This is a purely
DIY approach with instructions on
how to fill in the forms, which takes
about 20 to 30 minutes.”

The online portal took off last
year and the response has been

very encouraging, he added.

The online fee excludes court fil-
ing costs, miscellaneous disburse-
ments and an additional $150
payable if the client visits the office
for legal advice. The estimated total
cost should be $1,200.

Other law firms offer non-DIY
packages for uncontested divorces,
and fees can range from $1,500 to
more than $3,000.

The DIY online method is meant
to cut costs and time, said Ms Yeo.

At the Family Justice Practice Fo-
rum two weeks ago, Minister for So-
cial and Family Development
Desmond Lee noted that divorce
cases filed under the simplified
track with no contested issues

soared to 53 per cent for the first

half of this year. The figure was 24
per cent in 2015, There were around
7,600 divorcing coupleslast year.
Lawyers suggest the legal cost for
a divorce is one of the biggest con-
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cerns for the parties. Anything be-
yond a simplified, uncontested one
involving ancillary or complex mat-
ters, such as child custody and divi-
sion of matrimonial assets, can see
the cost escalate to between
$20,000 and $100,000 or even
more, said veteran family lawyer
Aye Cheng Shone.

Elsewhere, Australian Family
Law Courts have been using DIY
procedures for some years with suc-
cess, said Sydney-based family law
accredited specialist Antonella
Sanderson. ;

She said that in Australia, where
no appearance in court is required,

the DIY forms are submitted online
and a registrar considers the appli-
cationin chambers. If granted, both
parties will receive the divorce cer-
tificate by e-mail.

Ms Sanderson described the
process as “quick, easy and cost-ef-
fective”. But she also cautioned that
DIY kits do not offer legal advice.

But some family-law veterans
such as Mr Rajan Chettiar do not
see DIY taking off here for now.

“A DIY system has to be layman-
friendly, simple and filed without a
lawyer. I see more doing litigant-in-
personcases nowadays,” he said.

A litigant-in-person refers to

Principal lawyer
Beatrice Yeo of
Yeo & Associates
said she
developed the
portal “to help
divorcing
couples do up
their own
divorce and
reach a
settlement in
the comfort of
their homes".
ST PHOTO:
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someone who represents himselfin
court.

Saying that his firm’s online por-
tal is user-friendly, Mr Yang added
that the DIY system has a future in
Singapore.

“People who turn up in court as lit-
igants in persons are usually con-
tentious, who take up the court’s
time and may be redirected to seek
legal advice or elsewhere. .

“Even as court-led mediation
gains pace to settle cases, DIY will
also grow as an option that moves
in the same general direction.”

vijayan@sph.com.sg






